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amphibious foroes and Army airborne forces. Operations in

This papsr sexamines Joint operations iavelving Marine

the Dominican Republic in 1965 and in Grenada in 1983 provide

the ftwo case sitadlies.

The ssquencing of forece deplovment {airborne first,

amphibious first, or simultanesus) is driven by factars

inziuding the enemy situation, mission, terrain and the need

oo achieve surprise.  Amphibious/airborne operations are four

service joint operations that are 1ift dependent and are

vulnerable fo adverse weather and terrain. Suppors from

D
o

CVRG/OVEE is meoest likely, which in turn will probably
influence the joint command structure. Amphibious/sirborne
cperations are most likely to occur in NCA direcied power
projection scenarios. In a global war scenario, redeplovment
becomes a oritical planning issue.

Tesues of command and control discussed include the

et
']

Coemmander, Joint Task Force, the Commander, Amphibicus Tas
Forces, the Amphibious Objective Area, air command and
conhrol, lialson and integration control. Appendixes review
©odraft Joint Operations FProcedures manual, propose doctrinal
setablishment of a "senior joint ground forces commander',

snc examine Soviet amphibious/airborne opseraltions.
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JOINT OPERATIONS INVOLVING MARINE AMPHIBIOUS

AND ARMY ATREORNE FORCES

In October 1883 U. 5. Marine Corps and U. 5. Army Fforces
converged on the island nation of Grenada to conduct a jolint
amphibious/alrborne military coperation. It had been ne=arly
twenty vears since Marine amphibicus and Armny alrborne forces
had operated together on anciher neighbeoring Caribbean nation,

the Dominican RHepublic. The Grenada experience has caused

congideration as Lo our readiness toe execute this tyvpe
of aational power projection.  FPen has been put to paper,
commanders and their staffs have met with thelr service

coeunterparts and units have been exercised. The need for clos

&

sramtinabion and analyvtical thinking is not over.
This paper will examine Jjoint operations involving Marine
amphibicus forces and Army alrborne forces. It will start by

E

reviaewing the Amnerican experience in amphibious/airborne
cperationg, with brief discussions of the Dominican Republic and

venada,  Next will be a discussion of different models for

2ving these forces and their various operational
chavacteriatics.  The final section will address command and

conbrol ssuses, with conclusions as to the adequacy of currvent

doctirins and procedures.  Appendix I reviews a draft Joint

Gueeratlons Proceedure Manual being produced by the U, 2. Army

wrTrT T

Z¥%711Tvh Airborne Corps and Special Operations Command and the
oA

3. Marine Corps I and I1 Marine BExpeditionary Forces.

ix Il propoges doctrinal changes involving the designation
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a "senicr joint ground commander” for jolnt operations.

Appendix IIT briefly examines Soviet joint amphibious/airborne
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perations as a source of contrast and comparison with our own.

Marine amphiblous forces are organized into Marine Air

Ground Task Forcea (MAGTF) at three levels - HMarine

Frveditionary Unit (MBEU), Marine HExpeditionary Brigads (MER},

and Marine Expeditionary Feorce (MEF). Unless otherwise noted,

the term "alirborne forceg” is in reference to the 8Znd Airborne

Divisgion, XVIIIth Airborne Corps. Discussions of Army Banger

Hattalions and other special forces/ special operations units
that have a parachute entry capability will reference them

specifically. The term "alrborane forces” is alsoe distinguilshed

from "alr assanlt” or "alr mobile” forces which are helicopier

carvied, and do not have the direct long range power projsesction
capability of "airborne forces”

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

World War 11,

The history of concurrent amphibious and

sivhborne operations dates to the S5econd World War., In July 1943

the 2%2Znd Airborne Division made its first division sized combat

Gumn into Sicily simultanscusly with the landings of the U, B

Sevaenth Army and the British Fighth Army. The alrdrops wers

lavrgely off the mark, however, and the scatiered alirborne forces

)

vers unable to affect the coordinated depth to the attack that

had been desired. Despite this the attack on Sicily wap =&

aucoess . Two months later three battalions of the 8Z2nd wers

dropped onto the beaches at Salerno in what had not beesn &



nned e=volution. Unexpectbedly heavy German
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regliatancs there threatened the survival of the beachhezad, The
airborps battallons were integrated in with the ground forces

and provided essential reinforcemenits.

At Normandy on June €6, 1844 the main Allied amphibious
azsanlt was preceded several hours earlier by a night airdrop of
two . B, airborne divisions and one British division., Their
migsion wag to gelge critical pointsg inland in support of the
amohinious opsyation. Asg in Sicily, dispersion of airborne
forces and losa of egquipment resulting from inaccurate drops
degraded mission accomplishment. This dispersion of forces
beyvond the beach, however, did cause considerable confusion
among the defending Germansg and aided in faveorably influencing
the enemv’ s psvchological state. The retaking of Corregider
foom the Japanese 1in February 1945 featured a coordinated
sirdrop and an amphibious assault launched from nearby Rataan.

There are no instances of azirborne/amphiblous assaults in
American nllitary history for the next twenty vears. In
Hovember 1956 British and French paratroopers dropped at Port
gypt during the Suez crisis and were followsed there by a
coordinated amphiblous assault less than 24 hours later. HNot
ankil the Jominican Republic.crisis of 1885 did American

irborne and amphibicus forces ses combat together. The
Bominican Republlic operation was zlso the first time, and the
anly timz other than in Crenada in 1983, where a joint operation
van conducted involving U. 8. Marine Corps amphibicous forees and

. 8. Army alrborne forces.
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The classification level of much of the "afler action”

o
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renortas on both the Dominican Republic and Grenada precludes
detailed discussion of these operations in this papsr. The
reporte listed in the biblicgraphy have been examined clogely

and conatitute a major source of background for the conclusions

and discussion that follow. References will be made to the
Dominican Republic and Grenada wherever classification permits

The Dominican RBepublic., During the gpring of 1965 civil
war broke out in the Dominican Republic. Political instability
and the threast of possible Cuban hegemony or even a Communieat
takeover there, promplted the National Command Authorities (NCA)
Lo order military force interventlon to evacuate endangered
Anserican citlizens and to reessitablish order,

Joint Task Force (JTF)Y 122 was formed to perfeorm Operation
FPOWER PACK under the command of Vice Admiral Kleber 3.
Masterson, the incumbent Commander, pecond Fleet. The E6th
Marine Expeditionary Unit conducted an amphibicus landing west
i Banto Domingo on 28 April, 1985 and established an
Taternational Sescurity Zone. Three dayve later a Brigade Combat

Team of two battalions and combat support from the 8Znd Alrborne

=y

Division airianded at Ban Isidro Airfield ten miles sast o

U’i

Santo Dominge, cancelling a previous plan to airdroep once the
roa wan determined to bhe gecure. The 8Znd Airborne Division
slenents, sesing thelr first combat action since the becond
Woaprld HWav, were ordeved to move into the capital city and
coondies it & linkup operatlon with the Marines. Major Gensral R.

1. York, Commanding General, B82nd Alrborne Division, was

iy



designated az the Joint Land PForces Commander. Initial linkup
tbtanpts failed doe Lo rebel force resistance.  Soldiers and
Marisnen conducted house to house fighting to sventually
sizitablish a seoure corridor bastween them, blocking in and
finanlly contrelling the rebels,

Conmand and control for POWER PACRE changed shortly after

the airborne btroops arrvived. Lisutenant General Bruce Palmer,

Jr o, then serving a staff tour in Washington, arrived wvia Fori

with 2 small staff on 1 May and took command of all forces
ashore.  On 7 May Palmer took overall command as Commander, U.
5. Forces, Dominican Bepublic. Admiral Masterson and JTHEF 122
went away. As Commander, U. 8. Forees, Dominican Republic,
Genaral Palmer reported directly to the Commander in Chief,
Atlantic, whose subordinate CINCe in turn were responsible for
praviding appropriate support. In ccountry he had a joint force
of ovar 13,000 Army, 8,000 Marins, and 1,000 Air Force personnsl
conducting sugtained security and relief operations. Navy

saehs were in support of this joint force
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speration, under ancther vice admiral. Marine Corps force leve
umn raised to the 4th Marine Bxpeditionary Brigade (one star
copmand Y, which was replaced during June with troops from

Oy
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anization of American Biates nations, as the Marines resumed
thedlr normal Caribhean preseance.
{11

enadas,  During the £all of 1883 the nolitical and

military situation on the lsland nation of Grenada produced a
condition thal was uvnacceptable to Anerican securlty interests

I the defense of these interests and at the request of other



“hr=atenaed states in the reglion, the HCA directed a military
intervention in Grenada. JTE 120 was formed with Commander,

zoond Fleet, Viee Admiral Joseph Metcoalf 117, as CITF. On 25

3983, Malor Gensral Edward G. Trobaugh, Commanding

82nd Alirborne Division alrlanded with elements of his

divieion after the alrfield on the southern portion of the

o
Jouna

1l had baen secured by ailrdropped Rangers. The landing

forea of the 2Znd Marine Amphibicous Unit conducted amphibious
tandings in a sector assigned to them by the CJTF on the

northsrn portion of the island. The Marines and the Army units

are Rept apart by a boundary that remained flexible and was

shifted by the CJTF in response to changing tactical situations

ashore Hostile forces were engaged and captured within the
sagigned zones. American students on the island were rescued

duripg a CJTF orchestrated joint operation conducied by Rangers
Tlown in Marine helicopters.

No sanior ground forces commander was ever assigned,
aithousgh General Trobaugh was ashore from an early point in the
operation., BElements of the JTF ashore all had to report
cdivactly to CJTH, who remalned embarked at sea. HNaval forces
outaide of the Amphibilous Task Force (ATF) shipping included a
coarviar battle group from Second Fleep assignsd an "in support

PRV LaT]

<O misslion, In that Admiral Metcalf was the incumbsnt

Fnd

Commandeyr, Second Flest, the carvrier hattl

0]

grour a8 "in support

T

SEY omisslon never gensrated any challenging command and control
gquostilons,

On 3 November Opreration URGENT FURY was declared over and



STF 120 dissolved. General Trobaugh remained as Commander,

!

O, 2. Forces, Grenada, the first time thai there was uvnity of

command on the island itself. The 22nd MAU reembarked and

L

aonbimied on its planned deplovment to the Mediterranean and

]

sarvios ashore iln Lebanon,
Opsration URGENT FURY achileved gtrategic success and a good

i
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deal of tactical success from the individual service unilt

viewpalnt. On the operational level it produced some disturbing

e

ragults as Lo interoperabllity of both hardware and procedurss.

Lack of knowledge of other service capabllities and of Jjoint
soervice doctrine permeated the planning, sxecution and after

t

ST on assessment phases of this operatlon. Departure from

L4

agtablished procedures (such as the publication of an Initiating
Divective for an amphibious operation, which includss the
Ldentification of the Commandery, Amphibious Tasgk Force and the

Amphibious Ubjective Avrea) has resulted in both the

sgaxanination of the validity of these procedures and our

ot

readiness to conduct joint operstions. 1

MODELS FOR DEFLOYMENT

Simnltitarscus. Deploving the amphibious and the airborne

Torces gimultanecusly maximizes their potential synergism, gives
depth bto the offense, and presents the eneny inmediately with a

Aifficult defensive problem. Simulitaneous deplovment demands

P

simualitansous alr and sea superiocrity in the objective area as
well as the abillty to have adequate gsecurldty for the alr or sea

movensnt o that objective area. Simultaneocus dsployment doss



Turther reduce any opporitunity for achisving strategic or

cperational surprise. Strategic surprise for amphibicous Torces
may wxll bhe a concept left to the history books with the advent

of modern intelligence collection syvstems. Airborne forces have
A rela?jawiy better chance of strategzic surprise given thelir
mnore rapld movement to the area, provided that OFP3EC and OPDEC
are properly conducted. The approach of an amphiblous tauk

{. v

force intoe an area, which will cccur bhefore the first planeload

0]
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the paratroopers leaves the ground 1T they are Lo bhe landed

simaltaneously, will likely be a tipper as to the possible

Airborne Firvat., Airborne forces may be landed pricr o the

amphibiong forces in situations demanding the imnmediate presencs
S armed Torces in an area for military and/or molitical reasons
and where there are no amphibious task forces ¢loge enough Lo
meat the tine reguirements. The MAGTE would then land as a
follow on force and most likely affect a link up. Alrborne
forces might be landed initially where local air superiority was
gained, but the gaining of local assa superiority was delayved,
and the situation ashore demanded the immediate presence of
Faovroes .

Alrborne forces might also be used to secure an alrfield or
wort facllity required to land an MP3 MEE. If the mission of
the airborne forces was apecifically te secure the aivrfield or

vort facility and make a planned withdrawal theveafter, an

alvdroppsd Army Ranger Battalion would bhe well suited for this
purpose. If the mission regquired a unit that could hold a large

jes]
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cbive ares againat a gervious ground threat, or which weuld
be required to move and conducht subsequent operatlions or
nterdiction or Dbilocking against counterattack, elements of the

8Z2nd Alrborne would be better suited. 2 Finally, airborne

.

orces would be landed first where necessary to ensure the

=

degree of murprise necessary Lo thely success (see discussion on
surprige immediately below).

Amphlbious first., The initial landing of amphiblous forces

i bthe least likely sequence of events. In theory the advantage

critical locations to glve depth to the battle, interdict and
block enemy reinforcemenis. Utilizing low level drop technigues

the airborne forces can land in aspecifically designated

-

ocations and maintain unit integrity. The problem with this is
a long range power »rojechtion scenaric is the coordination of
the drop of airborne forces flyving from a significant distance
conpcarrently with a changing battlefield situation. Amphibious
forces might be send acrosgs the beach first Lf they were needed
Lo secure a drop zone before an airdrop could be conducted
hweauss the thraat there wazs boo great (such as from armored
fTorces).  The auvbsequent airdrop/airiand would not normally be
an opbimum utilization of the 82nd Airborne Division s
capabllities, but would offer an option if the recguilrement was

b affect s rapid buildup of forces in an area by any means

The blg problem with sequencing the amphibious ferces firvst

iz that the element of surprise for the airborne forces is los

o
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at the strategic and operatlonzal levels for sure, and against

1

 completely alertad snemy, probably at the tactical level as

[

wall, The lessons from World War I1 indicate that alrborns

forces landing agalinst sven light resistance nead to enjov

aurprise at a minimum in order to be abls to accomplish

i

thelr mission. They are normally even more vulnerable during
insertion than are the amphibious forces during ship to shore
movemenl,  If the amphibious forces land first, alrborne forces
“ill be unable bto make tactical surprise happen through
carefunlly planned and executed insertion techniques alone. They
must depand on those forces already commltted to the battle to
saochieve Lhe selt of cilrcumstanacss that will allow that tactical
surprise to ocour.

T TFinally, the question as to who neseds tactical surprise the
moast and to what degree mayv be depen&ent on the number of
potential landing beaches vice the number of potential drop
zones in a glven area of operations. The isgland of Grenada, for
ingtances, has numerous beaches suitable for company or batbtalion
sized landings but only the airfields suitable for the insertion

and buildup of an airborne force.

OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Marine amphibious/ Army airborne operations are four
gzrvice joint operations. These operations will virbually
alwaye necezsiiate the formation of a joint task force, under a
undfied, specified or sxisting Jjoint task forece command., These

sparabtions are very wuch transport dependent. Nelther the

10



Marina Corgps novy the Army are golng anywhere without the sealifi
and airlift provided by the Navy and the Alr Force

raespachively.  The successful insertion of amphibious and
alvborne forees, particularly in a hostile environment, is

11
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lized sguipment and tacitical sk

i

dapendent on the specl
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the Navy and the Air Foree. HMarines relyv on the Navy to provide

supporting avms, communications and the offleoad of supplies Lo

ensure susbtainability and misslon accomplishment. MAGTFz embark
with 15 davs of supplies and the MAEU level and 30 davs at the
MED level. FParatroopers from the 32nd Airborne Division land
with little more than three davas of suppliez and reguire
immadliate opening of Alr Lines of Communication (ALOCs) to
affect their sustainability. Alr Force tactical alr support is

critical to alrborne owveratlons, especially if operating alone.

Zoth Marine amphibicus forces and Army alrborne foroes oan

e severely limlited by terrain and weather. High sea shates orv

the lack of suitable landing beaches force the MAGTE to rely
exciasively on its helicopters as an inserition means. These
pelicopters ag well as the Alr Force planes dellivering the
paratroopers can be grounded by high winds or electrical storms.
Ground obsbtacles can either prevent airdrop completely or limit
the delivary of equipment by parachute drop or low altitude
parachubte extraction sysbtem (LAPES). For both Marines and Army,

Thee negativ cts of terrain and weather primarily affect the

{u

arrits” mobility and firepower by restricting the squipment that
brought into the battle area.

A MEU fthat ls Bpecial Operations Capable doss neot change



any of the basic command and control considerations in Jjoint

fory

operations with airborne units. That MOU, and the overall joint

force, do anjovy enhanced capability in such areas as

reconnalasance, communications, intell

feda

gence, and the

parformnance of certain special operat

i
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The 8Znd Airborne will normally land with & =zmall
headquarters and limited command and control assats. The Army
pirafers to land a follow on headquarters element from the

AVITTth Airbhorne Corps Lo direct the division headcuarters.

!

Tha sopodsd alapsst af dhe MAOGTE is desipnsd to lead that forc
Z2

P bthie duratios of the opesreticn, vnlezses additionzl forces zrve
added and the MAGTF size and structurs chanss. hig diffesrenos

will tend to make the command element of the ailrborne sids

L

heaviar than that of the amphibiocus side for comparably sized

TL i uvnlikely that any amphibious operation, let alone a
Joint opsaration involving airborne forces, will be conducted
zgain without the supvort of a carrier battle group or a carrier
Lattle foveo. Theae agsets will most likely be "in support of®

Ehe JTT, in accorvdance with Navy policy., 4 The effective reach

P S £ - - -
Sf naval Torces of th

.
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oviets and theilr surrogates, and the

-

level of sophigticated anti-ship and anti-weapons in the hands

T many Third World nations makes the presencs of the carrier a
Paot of 1ife. The presence of the CVBG/CVEF changes the

complexion of the entire Jjoinbt operation, even if these forces

are "in support of" and not OPCON to the CJTF. They reprecsent

ST great valus to the U, 5. defense. Their »resence is

[
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likely to influence the command structure of the entire
operation towards the Navy, making it likely that a Navy admiral
will be ths CJTE for suach operations, and that he will remain in
charge well bevond the initial landing.

Naval fTorces supporting POWER FACK did not include a
carrvier bhatitle group, and once the amphiblous landing occourved
the command strachtare gquickly shifted to Gensral Palmer ashore.
From Grenada on, the presence of fthe carrier is almost
suarantesd. Thatl presence contributes siganificantly to make
unlikely the quick shift of focus ashore seen in the Dominican
Republic in 1885. This phenomenon is apt to have conseguences
upon the ground operations, an aspect that will be congldered
bhelow under the command and control izzues.

Joint amphiblous/airborne operaticons are most likely fo
he mn exercise of national power projecticn, directed by the
NCA, in response to crisiz. In a world where the balance of
power is heavily dominated by two nuclear superpcowers hoth

secking to aveid direct confrontation that could lead to nuclear

war, and preferring rather to engage in conflict indirectly
through surrogates, there are likely to be a hundred more
Grenadas before there 1z a global war. The ability of the Fleet
Marine Forces and the Armyv s 82nd Airborne Division to respond
gquickly to crises requiring the capacity te land, seize and hold
an objechtive, puteg them in the front ranks of the NHCA s power
projection optionzs. Only Special Operations Forcez are
potentially more responsive, and thev mayv lack the assets to

perforn the misslon regquired.

13



Amphibious and airborne forces used for national power
projection have potentially significant strategic implications.
The forces themgelves will function at the operational level of
war and the individual service units will bs reguired to execute
challenging tasks that reguire thelir own special btachtical
skille. Amphibious and alrborne forces used in jolint operations
as part of a larger campaign, such as in a global war setting,
must be selectively utilized on tavgets that have either
strategic or exltremely critiecal operational value. Missicong
that are of solely tactical importance are in most cases a poor

uhilization of these assgetd

[

Amphibious and alrborne forces are limited asseits with
particular capabilities. Their ability to maintain combat
affectivensss and to be able to be redeploved subseauent to the
completion of an operation, are imvortant considerations with
regpect to both forces. The MAGTF has an inherent capability of
reembarkation and redeployment, provided that amphibious
shipping ils not lost. A benign environment is preferred in
order to accomplish reembarkation of all equipmrenit and exact
combat loading of ships. Tactical reitrograde and reembarkation
ig possilble under the cover of sufficlent fire supwort.

Radeployment of the airborne forces reguires the sventual
reuniting of personnel and squipment with the appropriate Air
Foreoe aircraft. If a suitable airfield is under friendly
control in the area, Air Force aircraft can arrvive properly
rigged, wilh parachate, pallet, ete. on board, reload the

paratroopers and be ready to fly to another alvdrop. If,



howeveayr, the airdrop haz been made in an area that does not have
an airfisld that will accept the CLl30 or Cl41l aircraft,
personnel and moveshle equipment will have to be relocated from
the area by other means., The withdrawal of an airborne unit in
2 hostile environment, even with good airfisld assets, isg a
challenging scenario. It is conceivable that the MAGTF would be
assigned the mission of providing a covering forvce to allow the
vactical retrograde of airborne personnel and only limited
aquipment from ailrcraft flving quick landing and takeoff
procadures .,

Fedeplovment is a very critical planning consideration,
more ln a global war scenario than in a Grenada type conbtingency
operation. Amphibious forces should not be landed, unless in
the gravest of need, 1L the anphibious shipring will noth he
avalilable to reembark them. The inherent limitation of airborne
forces Lo redeploy from a hostile environment or one lacking an
adeguate airfield must alsoe be considered when plenning their

use,

COMMAND AND CONTROL ISSURS
Az a four service jolint function, amphibiocus/airborne
vparations challenge nearly every aspect of Jjoint command and

control over sea, land and airspace. The following are the most

2

critical issues.

L

Commandeyr Joint Task Force, The Commander, Joint Task
Foree for a joint amphibicus and airborne operation will meost

likely be a Navy admiral due to the large number of naval assets



involved and due to the fact that an operation against a forelign
shore or an lasland nation is esgentially naval in character. Le

the size of the unlts invelved is sufficient, or the political

atances dictabte, the CJTF may bhe one of the fle=t

]
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gsomnanders.  Landings inveolving a HMEB would likely see a fleet
commander acting both as the CIJTF and as the Commander,

Amphibious Task FTorce {(CATE).

=

CJTEF s staff must include competent sexpertise and
representation from all four services, individuals who can
appropriately advise him on the tactical aspects of the joint
gparation as well as represent their own individual services”
positicons. Navy stalffing would include a liaison from the fleet
commander providing the CVBG/CVBE in support of the operation:
additional staffing would be regulred if the carrier was OPCON
Lo the CITF. Ailr Force representation on the staff would
include at a minimum expertise on the ailrlift support to the

sirborne forces, as well as expertise on any Alr Force tactical

i

=ta involved.

[a]

aiv as
The CJTPF is likely to be with the naval forces (ATF and
CVBG/CVBEF) as they transit to the objective area. He mnay
designate & subordinate CJTT for that portion of the operation
involving the planning, smbarkation and movement of airborne
forces, as distance and OPSEC considerations may preclude his
having effective control over this aspect of the operation. For
protection during transgit to the objective area, his ATEF ships
may well be under the control of the CVBG/CVEF commander. His

initiating divecltive must be clear as to when the Amphibious

16



Obiective Area (AUA) is established, when the CATEF assumes his
operational responsibilities with regard to accomplishing the
misgion and when the carrier commandsr becomes "in support of .
The JTI is likelwvy to remain in effect as long as the
cperation maintains its dominant naval character, and almost
cavhainly 38 lopg sz ogrrisy fovcee ars commititsd in a threat
environment. Esztablizhment of a Commander, U. 5. Forces,

Country to exercise OPCON over activities ashore would mosh

likely szes the termination of the JTF, as the military and

(i

political situation shifts the focus towards events in countyy
over a lionger period.

Comnander Anphibious Task Horoe Onless a MEB sized fovrae
is committed, the CATF is likely to be separate officer
subordinate to the CJITHF and usuvally junior to the commander of
the carrisr force in support of him. The CVBG/CVEF in support
of the Jjoint operation will virtually alwavs operate under the
Componite Warfare Commander (CWC) concept. The ATEF doesn’t play
in the CHWHC concept. The purpose of the CWC is to ensure that
the CVBG/CVEF can survive to accomplish its mission. Its
mission is to support an offensive operation as direcited by
higher headquarterz. It cannot -it must not- degrade Lhe
acconplishment of the mission 1t is designed to support. The
votentlal areas of conflicting interest are many (2g. naval
gunfire platforms desired by the CATF to supportv the landing and
by the CWC for ASW/AAW screen; attack capable alreraft desired
by the CATEF for closge alr support and by the CHC for AAW).

Recent JCH publications have reaffirmed that the CATH must

17



he supported in accomplishing his wmission by the CVBG/CVBEF., &
The demands of the CWC and the veryv nature of the Navy s limited
and multi-purpose asgsets do not make this an easv problem to
solve. Where the interests of the CHC and the CATF confiict,
thers must e resolution through the CJTE, or if necessary by
the fleet commandeyr that gave the carrvier its "in support of”
migsion. Ideally this would occur during planning. It may bs
impossible, however, to foresee all the potential conflicta that
can arlisge, seapeclially if operating within the time constrainis
of the Crisis Actlon Bystem. The only pracitical seolution is for
the flest commandsar to whom the carrier commander 1s resgponsible

to play a personal, direct role in guickly resolving these

3

igeues and ensuriang that ithe suppert mission ig being carrvied
out as he intends 1t to be.

Amphibious Obliective Area, Prior planning and

cordination ig needed to prevent contlict with respect to the
functions of the ACA and the airborne commander s Objective Ares
{OA)Y, inside of which he establishes his airhead line. If the
airhorne operation ia an integral part of a larger amphibious
oparation, then the OA helongs within the AOA, and the CJTF and
the CATE must both recognize that while the doctrinal rules of
NWF 22 apply, the airborne commandeyr has certain vested
intereats ag to the ground upon which his troops operate. Among
bhesa, he must be in btactical control of mansuver within this
area, and of the use of supporting arms, Lhe effects of which
fall into this area.

If the alrborne force lands deep in what is essentially a

18



separate, supporting or supporited operation, then the airborne
O4 should be left cutside of the AOA and coordination of the two

contrel features closely directed by the CJTE. IT the MAGTE is

o]

cting as a covering force for an alirborne force withdrawal
undar fire, then ithe airhead line must be collapsed as tightly
as possible within an AOA that includes all units involved,
Marine and Army.

If the CJTH ig also the CATE (=2z. MEB level landing with a
fleet commander as CJITF and CATE) then the 0A must be within the
AUA regardless of its locatlion. From a unity of command aspect
this 1s the simplest situation, but is not likely to occur
often. If the alrborne uniit drops bhefore the AOA is
=zetablished, then the CJITF must ensure that prover coordinatnion
i3 mads between that alrborne commander and any other elements
achting in or around the area of operations (=2g. Special

Operations Forces, CVBG/CVEFE conducting carrier based air

strikes). 6

0

b

Alr Command and Contrel. Jdoint amphibicus/airborne
operations guarantee a high density of air activity from all
four services, JCS Pub 12 is the primary document for tactical
Joint air command and control. It is the product of careful
review and clarification of doctrine since Grenada. Problems of
Alr oommand and control in Urgent Fury, however, were not due o

doctrine 3o much as to a lack of knowladge, a failure to follow

{

alr=ady existing procedures and a lack of experience at
opesralbing in a Jjoint environment.

The CJTF  for joint amphibious/airborne opsraticns must bhe

18



hig own alr component commander. He sghould not establish a

functional commander for all ailr operations due to the great

iy
,r.J

diversity of ir assets that would »nlay and the nesd 1o allow

sets Lo perform the specified misgsion for which they

’B
&

these

m
w

wars inbended (=g, URAY airlift forces to support the airdrop,
MAGTE =ir integrated with the landing foree). The CJTF must

delegate authority to accomplish regulatory type control over
the airsvace in accordance with JC5 Pub 12 and be prepared to
veallocatead component air assgets under unusual circumshances.

Senior Jdoint ground commander. If there are ground forces

of any significant size from two or more services ashore there
mast bhe an overall senior jolnt ground commander designated.
Thig vrinciple was followed during POWER PACK but not during
ORGENT FURY, and was one of the weakest aspects of that
sparation. Someone must be 1In charge on the ground, with the
avthority and the responsibility to make tactical coordination
and decisions asg specified by the CJTF. The existence of this
geniory Jolnt ground commander in no way should change the
regponsibilities or bthe authority of CATF, CLF, or the CJTF for
that matier. Ii1 places someone, Army or Marine, in the command
and control siructure whoe can atitend to the immediate issues
alfecting the Jjoinit ground operations and the troops ashore.
The Havy offlicers gerving as CJITF and CATE are burdened with
conceras for potentially tens of thousande of square miles of

-

land, sea and alrspace. Their locations and immediate

concerng, as well as thelir profe nal training and

v}

backgrounrds, are likely to remove them from the bactical level



concerns of the ground forces.

3

The

Fe
8

ailure of joint deoctrinal publicatlions to address this
sue ls & shorvtooming for joint operations in general and joint
amphiblcocus and airborne operations in specific. Appendix I1

propozseas doctrinal changes to correct this deficiency.

t

Ldalson., Tew Tunctionz are guaranteed to be more ilmportant

i

o the success of an amphibicus/airborne Joint operaition than
the actions of liaison officers. Liaison officers must be
axchanged betwesn Army and Marine uniits going ashore. Idexlly

slans should be made to do this before reaching the area of

—

operations. Army liaison fteams can embark with the MAGTE and a
Jump qualified Marine liaison team can drop with the alrborne
forces . Falling this the liaison officers must be exchanged as
soon an possible, betwsen headquarters elements at a minimum.

Intesration control Marine amphibious and Army airbovne

forces are normally best utilized when they are left intact to

serform thelr miscsions utilizing thelr own specilaliged taciics

st

and assebs. Their logistics svetems are best left in tact, with
service component reaponsibility for logistical support.

The potential offered by the integration of assets under
certain clroumstances, however, needs to be alwavs considered.
Certain combat service support functions such azs medical
treatinent and evacuation, the handling of POWs, utilizing pert
and airfisld facilities, and graves registration, Lo name a faw,
may posaibly be haandled more efficiently in a Jjoint manner.
Emergency resupply of food, fuel, or ammuniticon may reguire the

snaring of assets. Emergency siituations may regquire the

o2
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tamporary tactical integration of forces (eg. & MAGTEF tank/anti-
tank =lement being zent to integrate with an zirborne element
throeatened by an armored counteratiack). Finally, the turns of
var may produce unforesgseen reauirements and opportunities for

he integraticon of forces 1s the logical answer. An
exanple 1s Admiral HMetealf s orchestration of the rescue of

Ameritcan students at Grenada uvtilizing Rangers aboard Marine

helicopters.

CONCLUSIONS

Marine amphibiocus forces and Army airborne forces wposses
unicue power projection capabllities which are most likely to be
emploved in a contingency response scenario. Thelr power
projsction capabilities give thewm sitrategic implications. The
ayvnargism from thelr being commitied Jjointly is best achieved at
the operational level of war. Thelr Jjoint tactical efficlency
iz largely a fuonction of interoperability of equipment and
procedures.  Joint doctrine has been undergoing a process of
study and clarification since Operation URGENT FURY. The izsue
af Jjoint ground foreses command and control remalns Lo be

rasolved in boith docirine and practice.
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APPENDIX 1

A REVIEW OF *JOINT QPERATIONS PROCEDURES™ (DRAFT)H

The genesls for the Joint Operatiocns Procedures (JOF)
manual was a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by the Commanding
Generals of the I and II Marine Expeditionary Forces, the XVIII
Aivborne Corps and the lst Special Operationsg Command. The
manual in its current draft form was printed by the XVIII
Airborne Corps Headguarters at Tort Bragg, Horth Carolina and is
primarily the product of work done by that command and the I1
Marine Expeditionarv Forece at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina.

The manual, according to the MOU, is intended to "examine
selected operational functional areas crucial to cur total Jjoint
command capabllity”. The JOP is intended Lo serve "as the
Ffoundation in a long-term, dynamic process to develop proceduras
o ensure effective jeoint oxerations in the execuilon of
contingeney plans across the whole swecitrum of conflict.” 7

The manual & 17 chapterse cover a broad spectrum of areas
relative to the operational and tactical levels of warfare.

The emphasis on the operational level is maintained by kesping
the persvective at the Corps -~ MEF level. This is helpful in
that this allowes for the congideration of all assets held by
thepge unite. It doss present a limitation, though, in that resl
world 1ift availsbility and time response reguiremsnts will most
likely limit A Jjeint operation Lo a brigads sized element of the
82nd Alrhorne Division and & Marine Expeditionary Unit. The

largest such Joint operation would most likely see a Marine



Fepeditionary Brigade and the 82nd Alrborne Division with a
forward command element of the AVIIIth Airborns Corps.

The JOF draft is enthially a collective reference

L’!
Ll

documnent, containing definitions and tactical and operational
proceduares conducted by Army and Marine Corps forces. It deoes
"not sesck Lo establish but to supplement service doctrine™. 8
Tt atresses the element of cooperation and codifies procedures
apon whereby inter-gervice cooperation can result in mutual
benelfit., The JOP codifies agreements reached betwesen the
drafiting units on formats and dissemination of intelligence
reports, exchange of weather information, providing of
Payvehological Operations support by the Army to Marine units,
standard communications links between command elements,
personnel reporting, combabt service support planning for the
OPCON of forces o another service, and health service support.
The JOP manual ig presented as a dynamic document, a
oundation upon which further experience will build. If nothing
elze, the MOU has generated consgiderable exchange among Army and
Marine planners. The JOP 1s, however, limited in its ability to
break new ground to those aveas within the authority of the four

inittiating commands to affect. The great perpondarance of these

are abt the tactical level and do not invelve the more

D

controvertial issues of command and control.
The JOF is very much & EVIIIth Airborne Corps -11 MAF
product, flavored by the experience that these two organizationsz

have had over the vears in bBxercise Bolid Shield, the planning

for fMunture contingencies that they may have o face in their



part of the world, and ever the not too memory of Urgent Fary.

-

t remainsg for the JC5 level toe continuse to think through those

difficult lssues affe

w

hing command and control in jolnt

o

operatlions and to promulgate clear and effective doctrine and
guidance through their publications. It remalng for the Navy Lo
come ho berms with thelr ever complex problems of naval command

and contrel in a high threat/ high technology world.
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APFENDIX II

PROFPOSED DOCTRINE FOR THE "SENIOR JOINT GROUND COMMANDER"

When ground forces of two or more Services are deployved
ashore 1in any significant number and for any significant time,
the unified commander, specified commander or commander, Joint
task forcee that has operational command/ operational control
overr bhem will nermally designate a "senior joint ground
commander”. The authority of this senlor joint ground commander
will ke that assigned tce him by the unified, specified or joint
task force commander that so designates him, for the time and
apace prescribed.

Designation of an officer as the senior jolint ground
connandsr ashore will be at the discretion of the unified,
specified or Jjeint task force commander who will normally
consider the following criteria:

- relative gseniority of the commanders of the ground
forces ashore

- the preponderance of the forces ashore

- relative ability of the commanders ashore to affect
coordination of ground activity given their location and
terrain, communications assets, and the enemy sitbuaticn.

- anticipated duration of the presence of the
commanders and thelr units ashore

- intentions as te the establishment of a Commander,
.5, Forces Country and his probable identity.

Whenever it ig deemed necesgeary for good and sufficient

II-1



reason ho designate an officer as senior Joint ground commandsr
who iz in faet junior in rank or precedencs to another ground
commander ashore, the unified, aspecified or Jjoint task force
commander will explicitly define the nature of the
responasibilities of that ssenior joint ground force commander and
i1end the appropriate personal supervigion and enforcement of his
directive. Buch circumsitances are to be kept to a minimum
duration.

The responsibilities assigned to the senior joint ground
aommander will normally include but are not resitricted to the
following:

- liaison exchange between ground units
(hetween headquarters elements at a minimuam, other activities as
raqulred)

~ gagtablish coordination points ground units

- lateral ceommunications hetwesn ground units (serve
as net control for lialson nets)

- coordinate all direct and indirect ground surface

fires

- @stablish the Coordinated Fire Line (CFL)

- yvecommendation of the Fire Support Coordination Line
(FECL)

- guard all fire support and fire support coordination
nets

-~ linkup operations ordered by highery headquarters
- coordinate all cross boundary movement of forces

- recommnend establishment of/ changes to tactical and

4
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fire support coordination conirol measures

- cocordinate loglstical and rear area operations
degizgnated by CJTEF or mutually agreed upon by the separate
ground forces commanders to be conducted in an integrated manner
{eg. medical Tacilities, evacuation of cagualilies, gravss
registration, handling of prizonsrs of war, Jointly uitilized
port facilities or drop zones)

- represent U. 8. forces ashore in the case of
combined operations.

The designation of a senior jolint ground commandsy does

not:

- areate a Jjoint task force among those elements
ashore

- give him the authority to alter missions of units

igned by higher authority

o
U
o]
P

- give him the authority to integrate logistical and
rear area operations not sco ordered by the CITYF or mutually
agresd upon by the separate ground forces commanders

-~ affect the normal CATF/CLF relationship or the
responsibility and authority of the CATEF over the AOQOA.

The menior Jjoint ground commander will, however, exercise
operational contrel over all elements ashore in the event of
total loss of communications with any higher headguarters orv
when emergency situations arise where mission accomplishment
and/or the safety of friendly forces are in immediate and grave
jeopardy. Such operational control will terminate at the

conclusicen of the cilrcumstances that caused it's creation.
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The function of the'senior joint ground forces commander”
will normally terminate upon the establishment of a Commander,
J. &, Fovees, Country.

This doctrine doesg not routinely apply if one or more of
the ground forces is a Special Operations Forcs. In the case of
Special Operations Forces ashore, the unified, specified or
joint task force commander having authority over them will make
the appropriate determination as to what command relationships
ashore should be defined or what operational/ logilstics support

should be provided.
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APPENDIX TII

SOVIET AMPHIRIOUS/AIRBORNE CQPERATIOND

The Sovieb concept of joint amphibious and airborne
cperations provides a source of both comparison and contrast to
ouy own. Soviet Naval Infantry (SNI)} forces number less than
20,000 in total and are organized and equipped as mechanized
infantry with an over the beach landing capability. BSNI forces
are not currently capable of nor are they designed to affect
long range powsr projection. They have no organic air assets or
combat service support comparable to that in the MAGTE. They
guperience slgnificant limitations as to their amphibiocus
shipping and sustainability once ashore. SNI units are found in
four locabions as part of separate Soviet fleets and have
spacific regional foocus on the Norweigen Sea, Baltic Sea, Black
fea and Northwest Pacific Ocean areas. They are designed to
operate as part of a much larger combined arms operation
conduchead within the shaddow of the Russian homeland.

The Soviets® airborne experience, like ours, is largely
contained in the history of the Second World War. While

American airborne forces have been reduced to one achtive

ivizion and various parachute capable special forces units, the

jor

4]

oviets currently have eight airborne divisions of 7 to 8,000

62

troops each plus several regiments. Substantial ailrborne forces
aleo erist in Warsaw Pact countries. In 1970 the Boviets
demenstrated the capability of dropping an enbtire ailrborne

Adivizsion within twenty-two minutes, although 1ift limitations
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during a war wih NATO forces would most likely limited their
drop into Central Burcope to the regimental level. 9
ol -

Current Soviet doctrine suggests that airborne forces will

most likely be used in smaller units to support OMG operations
moving deep inte NATO territory. They may also be used against
NATO C31 targets and nuclear delivery systems and to oiherwisge
disvupt political stability. The Soviets have experimenited wiith
airborne operaticns for over half a century and show no signs of
letthing thelir interest wane. To the Sovietas, airborne
oparations suppoert the primary of the offensive and are part of
an higtorice "attempt to free hattle from the fetters of
positional warfare.” 10

Mozt of their historical success iz at the operational and
tactical levels, using relatively smaller forces. "By Soviet
caount, of the more than 150, airborne operations conducted
during World War 11, approximately ten could be classified
ag, . .etrategic, while the rest would be considered as
aperational or commando opsrations.” 11 Studying Boviet

attitudes towards the emplovment of airborne forces, it is

[y

nzatitul to look to the Manchurian Operation in August 1845 where

the Soviets deployed 20 airborne assault unitis of 30 to 40

paratroopers sach in order to accomplish "strategic diversion'

Joint and combined exercises by the Soviets during the pas
two decades i1llustrate the continuation of this concept of
flexible esmployment of airborne forces with reapect to operating

with amphibious forces. Alrborne forces have been used Lo
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zacure heachheads, block potential avenues of countera ttack, and

3
disrupt enemy command, control and reinforcement by giving depth
to the amphibicus assault. The traditional Soviet concept of
. amphiblous operations calls for the timely withdrawl of SNI
foreas once follow on moborized infantry can replace them. This
: arly planned withdrawl serves to conserve the highly
specialized SNI troops and is necessary dug to their lack of
sustainability ashore. Starting with exercises in the sarly
19808, however, 5NI units were observed continuing inland to
xpand the beachhead and affect a linkup with a larger alrborns
anit. This may be an attempt by the Boviets to develope a shems
to give the BNI some source of sustainability for subsequent
sparations ashore.

1. . defense analysts have come to view the joint
deployment of airborne and amphibious forces as the rule rather
than the excepbtion. 13 There is considerable evidence that S5SNI
Lroopa are recsiving extensive training as parabtroopers and that
gome units are belng expanded to include organic ailrborne
Forcen(down to company sized units) that will be deploved with
amphibiouns forces and funetlon at the tactical level. It is
postulated that thia is being done to eliminate the need for
Joint forces coordination. 14

By comparison with the American force structure, the

: Soviaeta place a significantly greater emphasis on airborne
Forces, in abasolute terms and in relative terms to amphibious
T Toreass and other ground combat forces. Their doctrine and thelr

. military exsrcises clearly indicate that they leook to thsir



aivborne to ascomplish a wide variety of missions. It is
likaly that in a limited or a global war setting, alrborne

orces will support anphiblilous forces in joint operations that

=iy

are part of larger campaigns in which the airborne forces are

gupporting deep operations, interdicting lines of communication

[‘1"

and giving operational depth to the battlefield.
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FOOTHNOTES

i, For an argument that the Grenada experience
demonstrates that traditional doolbrine was invalid see
Rlcndid M. BPutler, "Command Structaring Amphlblouu Forces”
Unpueblished Student Reseayoh Paper, U. 5. Naval War Collag
i Ri: 1488,

2. Rangersz are virtually foobh moblile forces while +th
4Znd Alrborne is eguipped wiith vehicles and helicopiers wh
when landed given them greaster combat mobility.

3. The role that a MEU 30C might play in a joint
amphibious/airbhorne ion in a global war soenario
against the Soviet Ur ght be centemplated by looking
two Unpublizshed otmdeL aarch Papers written at the Hav

i
b1

ﬁ'}
[nle
i
Il
i
[

War College -Robert N. Leavitt and Gary W. Miller, "The
mplOVﬂPnp of the MAU(SUOCY in Special and Advanced Forece a

e 4

spaecial Uperations during a Global War with the Soviet Uni

and the Wﬁlmaw FPact” (U} BECEET 1987 and Lawrence B.
Wilkerson, "Joint Amphiblious/ Airborne Uperations: Sealing
the Loviet Navy™ 18982,

4. The hest source statement of this policy is CNO Op
69/4n Ser 6U/PEBHH 1 "Control of Haval Operations and Forc

5 Dep 197

o]

L. Most recently in JCS Pub 12, Volume IV,

5. The size and shape of the ADA landward cannot be
UTJwrﬂvd from issues regarding its geaward extent. For s
discussi oi these, see J. W. 3tull, "Establishing an
smphibiouns obiect

tive ares: a planning model”, Unpublished
shudent Resezrch Paper, U. 5. Naval Wer College, Newport,
1 .:1 b .'j\ .
T, U, 5. Avmy XVIIIth Airborne Corps, U. S. Army lst

¥

special Opervations Command, U, 5. Marine Corps I Marine
fxpeditionary Force, and U. 3. Marine Corpse 11 Marine
Expeditionary Force, Joint OUperations Frocadures (draft)
(Fort Bragg, HO: 1837), p. 1.

3

. Ibid. ». 1-5.

e

9. . #. Donnell, "Operations in Enemy Rear”, Infantry
May-June 1581, ». 3
10, David Glant, The Scovislt Airborne Buperiencs (Ford

T
Lesvenworth: Command and General Staff Collese, iﬁo%}, .
I

£}

e
ich

at
a2l

nd
or

R3]

1'
s

HE

il Richard N. Arvmzstrong, "Soviet Mechanized Alrborns
Forees”, lufantyy, Mav-June 1985, o. 258,
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12, Donpellv, o,

fcy
i
(3

13. A recent Defense Intelligence Agency rveport by
Lo Kirn, Doviet and NESWE Amphibious HWarfere (Washingbon:
: describes SNI operations as 7. . . usually supported by
alrborne ftroop landings™, p. 1.

£
&
}_‘.
b

14. Graham Turbiville and Charles Pritchard, “5«
Alrborne Aszsegault"”, Marine Corps (azette, October 133
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